Harold Weisberg 

Hyatts town, Maryland 2073li- 

August 21, 1966 



Editor, The STAR 
Washington, D. C. 



Dear Sir: 

Your journalistic embodiment of all three fabled monkeys, Jeremiah 
o’Leary, in the polemic pretending to be a review of r ’my book, 
WHITEWASH: THE REPORT ON THE WARREN REPORT, commits exactly the 
same errors he attributes to critics of the Commission* Ilia axe- 
swing is practiced but, having sharpened the weapon, he uses the 
wrong end* And his display of ignorance of what he pretends to 
inform your readers about is monumental. 

There is nothing to compel either the STAR or O’Leary to like or 
approve criticism of the Commission. However, once he writes about 
it, he 8ssurnes the obligation bo inform your readers honestly, ap- 
proach his task honorably, and be familiar with or at least under- 
stand that of which he is writing. 

Perhaps worse, he displays a lack of understanding of the responsi- 
bilities of citizens, especially of wribers, in a democratic society 
that, ooming from a reporter, is stunning. 

The nasty innuendo with which he begins cannot be ignored. He ques- 
tions the "motives of those (self-appointed) critics", not to address 
himself to those motives, but to say they "are not particularly im- 
portant". His motive i3 clear: slur, insult; to do with nasty in- 
ference what he cannot do with fact. 

A president of the United States was murdered, Mr. O’Leary. Do we 
live, or do you want us to live, in a society in which thero may 
remain v single unanswered question that it is within the capacity 
of man to answer? Can there be any doubt aboub tile adqquacy of the 
investigation and the institution of the Presidency or any incumbent 
ever being safe? President Kennedy was bestowed the dubious epitaph 
of a most questionable inquest. This WHITEWASH proves with the Com- 
mission’s own evidence. 

Motive? What is the function of the serious writer in our country? 
Need I invoke the inspiring words of the lsfca President in his "ask 
not" Inaugural Address, or those of the poet he loved, "I have prom- 
ises to keep, and miles to go before I sleep?” 

A neat twist of his words is intended to toll the reader publishers 
did not fear this subject. Yet on the inside back cover of WHITEWASH 
i3 the facsimile of one of the many publishers’ letters quoted in 
WHITEWASH. After praising the book, which he need not have done, he 
said, "Certainly one day soon you must find the publisher with the 
enthusiasm and courage n ecessary. " Would you like to see a choking 
file of such letters, Mr. O’Leary? Be my guest. But there is an 
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essential dishonesty in all this that can be accidental only if 
O'Leary did not read the book he pretends to review. WHITEWASH 
was finished not in September 19fc>6, when the book clubs suddenly 
find this subject can be profitable, but in February 196$. It was 
published more than a year ago . It is the book that broke the ice, 
that made the subject acceptable. It i3 still the only really de- 
finitive work on the subject, the only one to restrict itself 100$ 
to the Commission's own evidence. And, readers, please note, O'Leary 
was not able to point out a single error in fact. Neither has any 
of the many officials to whom copies were sent, any of those con- 
nected with tno uommi3sion who have read it* Those lawyers and judges 
who have written me after reading it have an opposite view from O'Leary 
Again, he can see the letters. 

The Commission could not be certain of the sequence of the shots, 

"with all the resources of the government". Had O'Leary either read 
or understood my chapter on "The Number of Shots", he would never 
have made such a public blunder, such a fine display of ignorance of 
the most basic information on the tragedies of which he says he was 
himselj. an observer • One shot, the Commission says, missed the motor- 
cade entirely. Another exploded in the President's head and was 
fatal. This loft but a single bullet to inflict all seven non-fa tal 
injuries on both men and to have remained virtually intact, unmuti- 
lated and undeformed while striking all those bones in three parts of 
the Governor's body alone. There exists the motion picture of the 
entire assassination. Commission Exhibit 901).. The rifle required a 
minimum of 2.3 seconds for only reloading. The camera exposed 18.3 
frames of film per second. Therefore, not even allowing for Oswald's 
incompetence and the time required for sighting and firing, there had 
to be 42 frames of film at least between shotsi. Unless this one shot, 
which could not possibly have assumed the burden the Commission placed 
upon it, was fired only during the 20 frames, 205-225, when the Presi- 
dent's car was hidden from the camera by a road sign, the Report is 
entirely wrong. o'Leary was deceived by one of the Commission's 
regrettable but all too common lapses, also quoted in WHITEWASH on 
page 157 » "Although it is not essential to any findings of the Com- 
mission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connally 
The opposite is both obvious and true. 

"No other gunman... was found." First, Oswald was not found as a 
"gunman". The rifle wa3 not on him. Second, it is not in the Report, 
but a number of other suspects were arrested, even before Oswald was, 
as WHITEWASH shows by quoting what was denied the reader of the 

Report. , 

On one quotation O'Leary is right. I do say "one can quote the medi- 
cal evidence to almost any end." But he took it out of context. I 
did not say the medical evidence could be quoted to support the con- 
clusions of the Report. that this one particular bullet upon which the 
entire. case hangs inflicted all seven non-fatal injuries. The repre- 
sentation of the Report is contrary to all the medical testimony and 
evidence on this, including the autopsy doctors, whom I quote (page 
1°5)> who used such phrases as "most unlikely", "extremely unlikely", 
cannot conceive".. O'Leary fell into the prepared trap, a device 
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manufactiared by the assistant counsel,, the substitution of a hypo- 
thetical case for tne real situation and the confusing of the two in 

^lu, e , P °Z\ S?V nael a3kad doctor for an opinion, specifically 
saying, not this particular bullet, but any bullet, a bullet” - ^ 

lift *"*£“<>*■* these wounds/ This wL^eUminated 

"v W; r^ssr 4 xr t rfe:»s? 

£££ r2S™JS!* 11 16 *» - .CiTSrSL 

I do not find it comfortable to defend Mark Lane, for neither my book 

in 3yn ? pathy his ^fcrine, that the Commission members 

personally, and especially the Chairman, brought about the national 

i th *£ the Rep ° rt i '?‘ O'Leary wants to know why Lane testi- 
ly? f 1 ho **? not a witness to anything". Had O'Leary read the 
books he supposedly reviews, he would have never pulled this one. 

Gomral33 ^ on '3 major Witness, Marina Oswald, also witnessed 
none oi the assassination. The reason Lane testified is because the 

Bif M nerhfl^ C mr° d Thi *! ls raade clear ^ the Chairman himself. 

But perhaps 0 Leary did read one chapter of Lane's book, where this 

lawyer protends there is something wrong, even sinister, in the Com- 
a .taking hearsay testimony (exactly the only kind he could 
himself give) and w,.th which he verbally clobbers the Chief Justice. 
As any Washington reporter should know, it is essential to such pro- 

f^:f g3 ,' and lb £ 3 also ? uite Proper - that they use hearsay. Such 
bodies, including Congressional committees, are not - and cannot be 
- bound, by the rules of evidence, 

—lew is its own kind of testimonial to the content, 
viability and approach of WHITEWASH. There are 110,000 words in it 
and nob one does O'Leary even try to prove wrong. He substitutes his 
own unwillingness to believe what he cannot refute. Nor does he even 

WHTtSa'ut i nt i r li 7 >* refutabl ® Photographic evidence printed in 

books> . Proving this evidence was tampered with, 
„ . ac ua ^ destroyed. In fact, he really 3 sys nothing about 

my book, does not in any way report what It 3 ays. 

Only because the G ommissinn could depend upon this attitude in the 
press could the staff dare prepare a Report so violently opposed to 
its own best evidence. And only this attitude of uncritical accep- 
tance allows the Report to stand. WHITEWASH is the first and the only 
complete critical analysis to which the press should have jsubjec ted 
such a document. Only because you failed in your responsibility, 
Jeremiah O'Leary, did I have to assume it. We shall now have to leave 
the judgment to history, which I do, content in the conviction that 

ino Wi11 soon be written and not, as with Lincoln, be disputed after 
100 years. ^ 



Yours truly. 



Harold Weisberg 



P s You may take little comfort from another error, that impact 
has 'been "enormous" but "particularly outside the United States . 
Already we have mail from moat of the states, and 9,000 copies have 
been sold, without a cent to spend for advertising or public rela- 
tions. People are interested, always did suspect they were not told 
i-hR t-TMith about the assassination of President Kennedy, and want the 
coma out. Too bad an Important paper like the STAB could 
not examine the evidence, not its writer's preconceptions and 
prejudices. 



Your jornalistic embodiement of al 1 three fabled monkeys, Jeremiah O’Leary, 
pretendfcdg to be^ 

in the polemic intended as-^review of my boo^UHITKWASH: THE REPORT ON THE BARREN 

REPORT, dxs^arjTjxaxriamarkachlsxmastaryxsfxtfcBX commits exactly the errors he attri- 
butes to^ritics of the Commission. His axe-swing is practised',, but having sharpened 
the weapon, he uses the wrong end. And his display of ignorance of what he 
pfetends to infoim your readers about is monumental. 

There is nothing to compel either the Sta^ or O’Leary c/t like or arppove 



criticism of the Commission. However, once he writes about it, has assumes the obliga- 



with or at least ^understand that of which he is writing. 

Perhaps worse, he displays 8 lack of understanding of the responsibilities of 

citizens, especially of writers, in a free society that, coming faw from a reporter, 
is stunning. I shall herein address myself to fact, ~lmt the nasty inuendo ri. th 
which he bgeins cannot be ignored. He raises the "motives of these (self appointed) 
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cannot do with fact. 
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A president of the United States was murdered, Mr. O’Leary. Do we live, or do 
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you want us to live, in a scoiety in which there may remain a single^ouestion tw 



TjsrarcsHBred that it is withii the capacity of man to answer? Can there be any doubt 
about the adequacy of the investigation wit# the institution of the presidency or 
any incumbent ever being safe? President Kennedy was bestowed the dubious epitaph 
of . „o,t rs «o»ble *>#/*** ^ ~ 

Motive ? What is the function of the serious writer in our country? Need 
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1 invoke the inspiring words of the late President in his ,r esk not” inaugufcal, or 



those of fcfcs the poet he loved, ”1 have promises to keep, and miles to go before 
1 sleep". Self-appointed critic? What else is O’Leary, even if tfeje^self-appointed 
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his editor, ordered it. There is nothing wrong with O’Leary’s self appointment. 



I assumed an identical responsibility, with this difference: no body paid me for it* 



A neat twist of his words is intended to tell the reader publishers did not 



fear this subject. Yet on the inside back cover of WHITEWASH is the facsimile of one 



of the many publishers’ letter quotes in TOITBTCAfH* After praising the book, viLich he 



need not have done, he said, "Certainly one day soon you must find the publisher 



with the enthusiasm and courage necessary.” Would you like to see a choking file of 
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such letters, Mr* O’Leary? Y wo. Be my guest* But there is enj essential dishonesty 
in all this that can be accidental only if O’Leary didn't read the book he pretended 
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to review. WHITEWASH was finished not in Spetember 1966, when the book clubs suddenly 
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find this subject can be profitable^ YJHi TISWfiSH way finishe d in Eebruary 196j5. It was 
published more than a year ago . It is the book that broke the ice, that made the 
subject acceptable. 1 t is still the only really definitive work on the subject, the 
only one to restrict itself 100$ to the Commission’ s own evidence. And, readers, please 
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not^ O’Leary was not able to single out a single error in fact, either has any of 
the many officials to whom copies were sent, any of those connected with the 
Commission who have read it. ^hose lawyers and judges who have written me after 
// 

reading /have an opposite view from O’Leary. Again, he can see the letters. 

The Commission tfould not be certain of the sequence of the shots, "with all 
the$? resources of the government", ^ad 0(Leary^ither read oiV understood my chapter 
on the liuraber of S^ots he, never have made such a public blunder, such a fine display 



of ignorance of the most basic information of the tragedies of which he says he was 
hismelf an observer. One shot, the Commission says, misse^ the motorcade entirely. 
Another exploded in the President's head and was fatal. r Phis left but a single bullet 



to inflict all seven non- fatal injuries on both men and to have remained virtually 



intact, unmutilated an<|unde formed while striking all those bones in three parts of 
the Governor’s body alone. There exists the motion picture of the entire assassination. 



Commission Exhibit 904. The rifle required a minimum of 2.3 second for only reloading, 
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The camera exposed 18.3 frames of film per second. Therefore, 

even allowing for °swald , s incompetence and the time required for sighting and firing, 
there hsd to he 42 farames of film at leafct between -each shot, ^nless this one shot. 



Di)SEUxadzi)yxaxHDa^zBign hidden from the camera by a road sigh, the Eeport is entirely 



wrong. 0 1 Leary was deceived by one of the Goramission ;, regre table bu^all too common 
lapses, also quoted in WHITEWASH on page 157, "Although it is not essential to any 

findings of the Commission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connally. . ." 

The opposite is both obvious and true. 

"No other gunman. ..was found". First, u swald was not found as a "gunman". The 
rifle was not on him. Second, it is not in the Report, but a number of other suspects 

were arrested, even before Oswald was, as WHITEWASH shows by quoting what was denied 
the reader of the Report. 



On one quotation 0 f Leary is right. I did say "one can quote the medical evidence 
to almost any end." But he took it out of context. I did not say the medical evidence 
could be quoted to support the concluisionara of the n eport that this one particular 



which couldnH possibly have assumed the burden the Commission placed upon it, was 



fired 




5 



non-fataiy 

upon which the entire case hangs inflicts d a The respresentatdon 
of the ^eport is anntrary to all of the medical testimony and evidence on this, 
including the autopsy doctors, who I quote ( psge 165), wfeo used such phrases as 

"most unlikely", "extremely unlikely", "cannot conceive". O’Leary fell into the 



prepared trap, a devise /manufactured by the assistant counsel, the substitution of 



hypothetic id 



case for the real situation and the confusing of the two in the Report; 



He asked the doctor for an opinion, specifically saying "not this particular bullet. 



but any bullet, bullet" - could a^ bullet have inflicted these wound. Thus was 



eliminated the cantrolling condition, that the specific bullet not fragment, not be 



defottne 1 or mutilated, and lose practically none of its weight in fragments. *t is 
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this sort of thing I was referring to when I—say quotes oouldfbe made to sn^ end. 
Again, it is all, and in greats and thoroughly fo e- tn et-ed detail, in WHITEWASH. 



I do not find it ccmfortable to defend Mark lane, for neither my book nor I 



am in sympathy with t^doc trine ^T^ds^ that the Commission members personally, aid 
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especially Jhe chairman, for the terrible disgrace that the 



is. 



O’Leary wants to know why ^ane testified "since he was not a witnesses to anything". 
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Had O’Leary read the books he supposedly was reviewing he,neved have pulled this one. 



First, the commission’s major witnesses, Marina, also witnessed none of the assassins- 
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tion. Bat the reason L ane testified is because the ^thramission called him. This is 



i^ h^i^r hr-t e-s tifl e d ^ ftf^ - k e made clear by the chairman himself. 



But pefchaps Oleary did read one chapter of Lane’s book, where this lawyer pretends 

» 

these is somthing wopng, evem sinister, in the Commissions takiig hearsay evidence 
(exactly the only kind he could himself give) and with which he verbally clobbers 
the chief justice. As any Washington reporter should know, it is essential ixPsuch 
proceedings - and it is also quite proper - that they take hearsay evidence. Such 
bodies, including Congressional committees, are not - and cannot be - bound by the 
rules of evidence. 

T^is so-called review is its own kind of testimonial to the content, ^ability 
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and approach of WHITEWASH. There are 110,000 words in it, and not one tea'"' O’Leary 
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substitutes 



even try aUCF prove ia. worong. H© his own unwillingness to believe 

what he cannot refute, Undoes he even allude to the entirely irrefutable photo- 
graphic e vidence printed in WHITEWASH alone of the bo )ks, shewfe^tte this evidence 



fv '4uCt / ft faulty yyrflvM 
fb/wC yn/Tl't* 



was acteHy tampered with, some of it actually destroyed. 

°nly because the Commission could depend upon this attitude in the press could 

its staff dare prepare a eport so violently opposed to its (best evidence. And only 



v ^y rrfu-rvr fa, i,o. 



7 



this attutude of uncritical acceptance allows the ^eport to stand. VHITEWAStfis the 
first end the only complete critical analysis to which the press should have subjected 
such a document. Only because you failed in your responsibility, Jeremiah O f Leary, 
did I have to assume it. shall now have to leave the judgement to history, which 
I do, content in the conviction that it will soon be written, not as with ^incoln, 
be disputed after 100 years. 

P.S. You may take little comfort from another error, that impact has been 
" enormous" ^particularly outside the United States. Already we have mail from 
mostjaf the states, and 9,000 copies have been sold, without a cent to spend for 
advertising or public relations. People are interested, always did suspect they 

were not told the truth about the assassination of President Kennedy, and want tax 
the truth to come out. Too Bad an important paper like the Star could not examine 
the evidence, not its writer’s preconcpetions and prejudices. 



